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FBI suppression ,Ti 8Ul 
Is the FBI currently 
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Paul disagrees with my interpretation of the statement of the 
Department of Justice. I euote from his letter: 

"...There le one point I di agree Kith very strongly, end urge you 
to reconsider. The Justice Department did not say, nor, 1 think, did it imply 
that it is currently carrying on an investigation of this matter. There is only 
the one reference by Devine to the fact that e ’record copy* of the Quigley pamphlet 
is in their 'investigative file*. I take this to mesa simply the files relating 
to Investigations - past or present, and, in this esse, their Investigation of 
Caseld before (md/or after the assassination. Any reason for thinking otherwise? 
What else would you celll those old files? 


"You noted correctly one of the res eons for withholding this item was 
that it was in the investigative files. I don’t think this would stand up, since 
(if ray memory is correct) the Freedom of information Bill w»s mss, at to cover 
investigative reports. The other reason cited (which your memo does not mentis#) 
is 'the fact tha?< the document is s veils ble at Archives*. (Sic) I intend to pur- 

sue this after 1 get elerifi cation on the address which i hev® asked for since s 
document which the Archivist cannot find is hardly •available* at the Archives... 
the people I ms corresponding with were probably getting their infoMsaabsttr 
from the I’BI..." 


This is most of it. Because this point say beeom significant, I take 
time to answer it in some detail. Fail's argument is sound, but I think it does not 
prevail when considered against the ©‘her side. 

^inor point, in acknowledging that the BJ has e continuing investigation, 
except for the context, A;vlne said nothing new. Ho&ver testified to thin. Fail 
does not doubt "the Justice Department Is certainly re-Investige ting the assassina- 
tion (and Garrison)...” to which I think w© can fairly add perhaps seme of those 
not in accord Kith the Report. There has to be some legal sanction for this. The BJ 
is f «recelosod from investigating District Attorneys or writers as such. Be know they 
have recently Interviewed people in the ease. The only apparent legal justification 
is a continuing investigetion already announced by Hoover. The significant thing in 
"©vine’s statement of the ssrao tning is his sp parent use of it as an excuse for 
continuing suppression. So psrtiiff of the Deportment of Justice has deviated from 
this is sic policy from the outset. 

Thar® is one thing tbet distinguished this particular pamphlet from all 
other copies, and thst is the fact that FH£ Agant Quigley got it from Leo Harvey 
Oswald. Therefor®, any ra ■irking on it is evidence, and a top official of the Justice 
®ppertment understands this very well, ~e ould never seriou sl^hsve said, certainly 
never correetkfr, that the ^epsrtmont w- suppressing It because ea exset duplicate 
was already avei lafele. As s matter of fact, the Commission was still trying to get 
s copy of this particular peraphlet as lute as well after its Be port ms written. 

I have distributed eraong thos of you who will get this a copy of^fthe Secret §erviee 
report so stating. (Perhaps, I do not now recell, I got it from Pteul. ) 

If the point were the content of the pamphlet, there would be no point 
in Justice going to all this trouble to ke:p free supplying Paul those few pages 
for which he asked.^h© point is v to t he had already zeroed in on, that tie FBI 
knew, in h-dvence of ths assassination, that Os we Id had used the address 544 Camp St. 
and did nothing about it, before or after the assassination, except hide it and its 
possible or probable meanings, including hiding this, to the degree possible (on© 

I’d never have dsrdd try) from the Commission and the rest of .the government. To 
begin with, at ths very least, this certainly Included Justice lawyers, including, , 
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preeminently, those advising end informing the then Attorney General. This was an 
EBI operation, at the cutset. If no lawyer in the Department of Justice, including 
“'©vine, never had the courage thereafter to be honest, that is but on additions! 
disgrace end is in no way excusable. 

1 else think it is e fair assumption to te Here that Justice Department 
lawyers know$> both the language and th® law. Their can be expected to understand the 
meaning cf what they write. I do not here exempt' Devine in his letter to ^och. 

Taking the question of "Investigative files", the interpretation offered 
is thereby warrant for withholding everything, for there is hardly anything more 
innocuous tta«t\s published pamphlet, wfere the content the issue. Everything dealing 
in sny way with the assassination of its investigation would thereby be subject to 
automatic suppression. i his has not bean the esse. Th© fact that the "©pertinent 
does not jingle out this single item to withhold, in my opinion, eliminates ®s s 
possible reason for the withholding the fact thst it is in the investigative files. 
Th© fact that it is offered as _a reason, I believe, is sufficient to justify the 
interpretation * put upon it. 

If we did not know whet we have so painfully Isa mod about the FBI and 
the rest of th© •department, ss a scholarly ep roach, I could agree with faults 
objection. In view of their record, which extends upward from the nr re st office 
clerk, through the head of the FBI and includes the Attorney General, I think®* 
that the ordinary scholarly precepts uo not, in this css©, really apply. 

So, 1 do not, in this case, agree with Paul, is overly-ehariteble 
to the Department. «y own experience with them does not encourage as to regard 
sny of them as innocent in this matter. 


That port of Paul’s letter relating to this is attached to the 
dopy for Moo. 



